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| tive importance of these issyes. It 4s this ability of the mass m%dia to

'Be ker, McCombs, and McLéod 1975; McCombs, 1976; Shaw and?McCombs, In pfgiglJ

N\

Voters learn many things\yrom the mass mﬂdia Not only .do they 1earn

/

factual details about issues, they also acquirg perspectives about “the rel-~
infldence the sélience of key political elemdnts that has come to be called
the agenda setting\gunction of mass commdhication Through their day-by- -day
selection and display of the.news, editors and broadcasters iAfluence what the

voters regard as the key elements of the campaign (McCombs and Shaw, 1972; y

of this recent w;ri ee gggqmbs, 1976) . The concept.of.agenda-setting is
is concérned g}xh(coénitioﬁs, not attitd&es. The difference between attitudes
and qogﬁitioﬁs and the critical distinction between the attitudinal and the B
agenda-setting effects of mass communication are succinctly stated in Cohen's "
(1963) remark1that while the press may not tell us what to thlnk, 1t definitely
tells us what to think about. ° .

- Additionally( agenda-setting is concerned about incidentql voter learning

across time and not response to immtdiate stimuli in the mass media. These
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shifts in perspective si 11ed by the concept of agenda-setting, shifts from ,

| - ,
short-term attitude change 'to longer-term cognitive development and change,
are key characteristics in the historfcal devhdopment.of'empirical research
r - -
on political behavior and mass communication.

[ 2]

The original McCombs and Shaw study and'virtgally.all of the research N
) L .

in

to d::ilin the agenda setting influence.of the press has focused on the issues
po

cal campaigns. <Quite consistently this research has demonstrated

significant‘relationships between the agenda of the press and the agenda

" of issues consid’pgd important by the public.  These relationships have been

documented both synchronously and across time, for generalgpopulations and for ,

_ the various voterisub groups, and for televigion and newspapers a1be1t 1n

quite different patterns. Y.

L]

) ere is yet another larger perspectivé.where the concept of agenda-setting’
‘ e J .
can be applied. Taking the broader view, all the elements of politics and

political communicrtion areksimply one item on the larger social agenda. The

concerns of the American public extend far beyond politicsf In fact, the level
! . * . . 4

of jpolitical interest in the general public between Presidential elections is

characteristically low, rising a bit for the off -year election and then ebbing

- again. This ebb apd flow ‘pattern of - political interest among the Amer1can~public

suggests that j/&ey role of the mass media and political communication is to

stimulate political interest. In agenda-setting terms, this 1s to say that a
_"(

key role of the mass media is to move politics high up-the national agenda each

.election year This may.well be the ultimate agenda-settirg function-of mass

communication y ' ’\ . .

Whicﬁ\yer of these applications of agenda-setting are pursuegd, the agenda-

setting framework underscores the importance of studying the primaries early -




in an election year., Agenda-setting, the transfer of concerns fr»om the media

[

N ‘to the’ public, directs our attention to the early, formative stﬂhes of public

opinion when the actors and issues around whom pﬁblic~opinion will form f e .

. establish their places in the political arena.

.
-~

This look at the genesis of voter opinion is especially critical for under-

standing U. S. presidential politics in 1976, when an initially obscure

. . LY
farmer, elected only to ohe term as a state senator and one term as governor

of Georgia, stood in the national polls by mid-summer and in the Elector?l‘

College on November 3 ahead of the incumbent pre51dent of the United States, a

-

~man_who had served over 20 years in national political office.

RESEARCH DESIGN - re

In an effort to trace changes in issue saliences and other re ted political.
L

variables during the 1976 presidential campaign, a panel of approximately 45
\ 7 .
v registered voter% in each of three diverse communities was recruited in January

of 1976; The panel members were interv1ewed “in February,_ﬁarch, May, July, . R .

August, September, October and November of that year and again'in‘January of

‘”'1972, a total of.nine interviews. Most of the interviews, which were designed

\

~to gather respondent -oriented reactions to the issues in the campaigns, were
4

conducted by telephone Interv1ewers attempted to gain unusual rapport with

[ 4
) the panel members to {hcilitate acquisition of unanticipated reactions to the
campaign. \ . ' \ ) .
. . — '
‘ Thesé,interviews‘werelconducteduwith voters.in Evanston, Iliinois, a
ﬁl suburban Chicago community; metropolitan Indianapolis, Indiana; and Lebanen,
New Hampshire, a small\New England town. The probability samples from which
panel members were recruited were designed to overrepresent those in the

communities who usually followéd political campaigns either in their newspapers °’

A [ . .
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or on television.- Those not using the media and ‘those indicating nd‘integest'

© dm

in politics wereiéystematically eliminated "from the sample pool.

The ‘median age of panel members was in the 30s. About.40% were
n b : )

college graduates. ' Approximately half of those working outside the home
. s ' T _ N .
- had jobs traditionally classified 'as white ¢ollar. And 47% of ‘the panel

members were female. ) . .

-
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‘1. Political Interest and Information-Seeking c to

- . .
Interest in politics is a cyclical phenomenon among American voters,”
‘ P .
regularly rising and ebbing every feur years with the coming and goang of -
J 4 .
the Presidential ‘election, The quadrennial peaklng of interest in

. T politics is'clearly iilustrated in . Table 1.

e

. Tdble 1 . about here

Only 40% of our~pane1'responden€; dxpressed high, interest in politics d

at the time of our pre-New Hampshire primary February interview. fBut

,

even this flgure.undoubtedly represents a r151ng level of 1ntere5t from
S - previous months and our panel consists of o?}y reglstered voters.)/ However,
the level of polit1ca1 interest continued to build durlng the pr1mary season,

reaching 60% by July. -In short, while only two out of five voters expressed

-

high 1nterest in p011t1cs durlng February, five months later three out of

.
-

H

. f1Ve expressed high interest.
' . \

N
’ L]

From Jqu'bnward -- through the convent1ons, the telev1sed debates, and

.. all the other events of the campaign -- the prOportlon of voters in our

¢ o
L]

_panel expre551ng high Lnterest in polltlcs rema1ned stablllzed at about QQ%
As an aside, this point of stabilization roughly coincides W1th the\
traditional pattern of decision maklhg by voters *(Campbell et et al., 1964)
That is, once the leading cand1dates are known for each party a maJorlty of
American votérs usually have selected the cand1date they votq for in
November The correlqtlon, at th:rind1vadua1 level between the peaking of
interest and selection of a ballot choice can be pursued in future analyses.

r , R
N\ .a."l v \\’ ’]l .

’
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S " March

pr—

50.7%

n = 136

-

v

Séptember .

T 57.8%
.n = 128
A
-
]
"

. ' TABLE 1 o
' Proportion ‘of Voters '"Very Iﬁféfested" in
"the Campaign Over Time

h

&

My,
53.7%

n'=,136

~

~ October

\ . 60.3%

n =126

b
-

Julx
60.6%

n = 127

7

[
(November
turn-out)

*»

- 96.9%

.

n =130
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\ . Turning to the agzregate trends, in the use of newspapers and

television for”npws about politics, Table 2 shows the riee and fall

“ -
w L
>

)

. S ‘Table_z about here \

n

- ’

~ across 1976 in use of these mass media. Both begin at a low point

‘-

An. December, rise quickly to their peak in March -- this is the heart -

of the primary' season and time when President1a1 p011t1cs quadrennially .

burst anew on the scene in full profusion -- then settle down to a

-

stable level of use for the remainder of the political year. The - \

. }
onfy deviatiap from this long‘peri d of stability reaching from the

’

late primaries .up to the general electrion is the drop in newspaper use

during August -- problbly accountgd for by the d1srupt10n of vacations

i A}

and outdoor activities in late summer.
Overall~ the use of newspapers and television show highly similar
3. J ‘

patterns 58 1976 en thd proportion'o{ heavy users are- rank-

ordered across the six p01nts in time separately for each medium and

then compared, the resu1t1ng correlation is .83 (Spearman s rho). These ‘

level \
two trends in Table 2 are highly dissimilar from £E3‘hﬂo/6f political.' °

interest illustratdd-in Table 1, yielding correlationsof approximately

zero.

* [

Finally, it should be noted that at all'six points in time the
proportion of our panel reporting extensive use of TV exceeds the

'proportion reporting extensive use of newspapers to folloy p011t1cs

<

-




Newspaper
L
; .

December _

28.2%

'tn = 142)

Y 30.5%

(n = 141)

L4

*  TABLE'2 .
Proportion of Voters Using Newspaper/Television,
. "a great deal" to Follow Politics 2 -

-

~

-~

March 'May . July -
“43.8%  3m8% ., . o34La%
. (n= 137 (n=127) - (n = 128)
N '_’.-f. ¢
48.2% '39.3% - 37.5% ,
| Voo )
(n=137)  (n=127)  (n=-128) .
) \
- . \ -
L .

) August

[}

26.5%

“(n = 132) -




11. Issues in the 1976 Campaign _ ) | , '. o

e : According .to the press, differences in personality, not*

issues, wereMZhe main concern of most voters during the 1976 .
. .

campaign.- (Miller, .1977) However, Arthur Miller of the

Center ﬁor\Political Studies'at,the University of Michigan ER :

claims that a CPS survey of 2,300 voters interviewed during S

the six weeks prior to the eléction indicates otherwise. v ‘u
“From our analysms we determined that voters were differ- ' }, ¥

‘entiating the candidates with respect to. 1ssues, wherea;\the
overall evaluation'of the candidetes'-personal appeal was
ery similar., .(Miller,. 1977) | |
’: | mhis finding further emphasizes the 1mportance of studying
the reistionship bBetween media coyerage_of issues. and the

salience of issues to voters.. In this psper, two separate

) types of issue saliences are considered: intrapersonal sa- .

' by . N
"~ lience--the extent to which an 'individual. feels an issue is

1mportant to him r her, and interpersonal salience—-the extent

i
to whichtan issue\is discussed by an 1ndividua1 with others.3

e -

Although most of the research on agenda-cetting has

been concerned with the media"s influence on intrapersonal

- . 4

saliences, there is reason to believe that media coverage also

r

‘affects which issues ar¢ -disgussed most often. There is also
evidence to suggest thaI media coverage of issues influences
whjch 1ssues are perceived to be 1mportant to others in the
‘community (McLeod, Becker and Byrnes, 1974), but this paper
will consider only those issues felt to be most personally

o\ .
: important and those issues- discussed most often.
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‘‘are also high (75 to .93), indicating relative stability of

! it. L]

- 4 N ' -
) . t .
‘rTable 3 shows the percentages of all respondents in our

/

three-community study cnoosing each issue category as personally
“most importent,—aa‘Well‘ae the rank-ordering of each ieaue
‘category in‘terms'df the percentage of respondents choo6sing

Table 4 coritains the same information, but for those

7
'issues discussed most often with others. Regponsés not fitting
into the 1l issue categories“were coded ag "Other" and were .7
not ranked. . . " | o ‘ |

¢ -

Tables 3 and 4 About Here

N -t
The general dominance of economic issues is obvious in \

A 4

botﬁ_Tables 3 and 4. By the final wave of interviews, more .

than 60% of the responses swere for unemployment, inflati

<

o \
taxes or state of the economy in both tables. Almost 50% of i_

\

the responses we¥e for economic issues at the beginning of the

S
©

study in February 1976. L &

o

\\Inlgeneral, the rankings of .issues considered personally 5

most important and issues discussed most often remained rela-.

tively stablg across time,

s o

In fact, the rank-order correlations (Spearman's rhos) \
-- . !

- from month to month for the intrapersonal issue agendas in

Table 3 range from .68 tQ .95, with the least similar rankings'\

occurring between February and March and the most similar "

rankings occurring near the end of the campaign-—between

August and September, and between October and November. The

month~to-month rhos for the interpersonal agendas in Table 4




" ., " TABLE 3

,~

Issues Considered Personally Most Important (Intrapersonal)
puring the 1976 Presidential Campaiqp -

-

\ " / . ) “y
Februar¥ March Ma “; July . Augqust September' ‘October November
$§ ran §  rank %7¥ cank & rank % rank % Tank & rank & rank
- ssues v L s * \ -
unemployment o0 5 [15.5 3 |10.40 4 | 12.0 3 | 109 3 [1L.7 3.5}16.9 2 4173 2
Iflation ine 1 2004 1.5]14.0 3 | 19.4 2 | 16.3 2 | 20.4 1.3 .3 1 |258 1
LY . ‘ ‘ ' M
taxes 2.3 10 | 3.9 7.5 M.s11 | a1l 42> g | 5.1 7 |'5.2 6 | 7.6 4
State of Economy 16.8 2 |20.2 1.5]18.7 2 1 356 1 | 25.8 1. | 20,4 1.5}12.8 3 |13.8.3
.‘b’ : o N - - . ] - ' , ' . . : .
Cri@e - f 6.9 ° 6, 0.0 11 5.2 6 . 8,0 .4 8.5 4.5 7.1 5.5 3.5 7.5 4.4 8.5
facial Issues. , ‘ ' ' .. ' . . :
Busing 3.8 8.5}t 1l.6210 3.0 10 2.4 9356 1.6 11 2.0 10 ‘1.8 10 2.7 10 .
ﬂFalth Educa~- T . - N _ _
tion, Welfare 14,5 .3 - 5.4 5 '5.2 6 6.5 7.5J 7.0 6 7.1 5.5 7.0 4.5 5.3 6.5
Environment, ' ' | . ‘ ‘ . _ )
Enefgy 11.5 4 | 4.7 6 3.7 8.5| 6.5 7.5, 3.9 9. 4.1 8 2.9 9 .| 4.4 8.5
. . ‘
Government . '

Credibility _4.6 7 3.9 7.5 5.2 6 7.2 5.52 5.4 7 26 9 3.5 7.5 5.3 6.5
Government Size, =~ -, | | ‘ _ : S . .
spending 1,811 2.3~ |- 3.7 8.5 2.4 9.5 2.3.10 1,011 | 1.211 2.2 11

N ) ’ . . . . .. .
Foreign Affairs, ' : I I o ’ , ‘
Defense 3.8 8,5 |14.7 4 20,9 1 7.2 5.5 /8.5 4.5{ 11.7 3.5 7.0 4.5 7.1 5
- : | | 1 T
_Other 9.0 7.9 7.0 4.8 5.4 6.6 1 4.1 4.0
“ —— I [ (129) - | (134) - | (124) (129) . oA - .| (126)
' . . \‘ v " : ’
14
' * , 15 .
. = .




TABLE 4 ' T

- X . . / [N

Issues Talked About Most Oftén with Others (Interpersonal) /

- ')Dur{gg the 1976 Presidential Campaign*\ : »e /
. . . - /
February March' & May . - July i August September Oétober Novembex
) rank $ rank 3§ . ‘rank $ rank 3 rank $ rank % rank % ran
.Issues ' : ‘ :
 Unemploymen® 9.3 4.5(10.4 5 [12.6/3 |12.2.2 | 10.1 4. ]| 9.9 5 | 15.9 2.5|14.5 2.5
{ - ' " . . N ‘.
Inflation 17.8 1 20.8 1.5f10.8 4.5117.4 1 11.0 2.5( 20.7 2 32.4 1 1]1:25.0 1
. ¢ o ! ’ ’ {
" Taxes s . 1.6 11 ) 1.9 10.5 2.7 9 0.9 11 2.7 8 8.1 7 © 6.6 41 8.7 :4
State of Economy .16.1 2 20.8 1.5|18.0 1 |10¢4 3 21.1 1 30.6 1 15.9 2.5|14.5 2.5
B . . . ¢ » : N
C{}me ' 5.9 6 5.7 6 9.9 6 ‘ 9.6 4.5 6.4 6 9.9 . 5 %.3 5 3.5 8
: ; " oo | L
Racial Issues, », -\ ’ .
Busing 2.5 10 1.9 10.5 2,7 9 2.6 10 0.9 11 1.8 11 1.3 10,5 1.2 11 .
' . _ X ¢ 1. ' NN
Health, Educa- o h : e ' | \ -
tion, Welfare .13.6. 3  |11.3 3.5|10/8 4.5| 9.6 4.5| 8.3 5 | 9.9 § | 3.3 7 | &7 7
. Environment, ‘ ' ’ ‘ . '
, Energy 9.3 4.5 ﬁ.? 7 2.7 9 3.5 9 1.8 9.5 3.6 9 | 2.6 8.5 2.3 9.5
Government . ' ' - . ' ' o e
Credibility . 501 7.5 * 2.8‘ 8.5 5.4 7 6.9 7- 1.8 9.5 4.5 8 i 2.6 8.5 5.2 6
Government Size, '_ | ‘ . o : .
Spendigq - 5.1 7.5 | 2.8 8.5 1.8 11 ‘5.2 8 | 3.7 7 2.7 10 1.3 10.5} 2.3 9.5
., ‘Foreign Affairs, "’ o : ) | L - o
Defense 4.2 9 1. 3 3.5 ¥6.2 2 7.8 6 _%}.0 2,5 10.8, 3 4,6“ 6, 5.8 2_
‘ Other 9.3 B - T 6.3 13.9 - 21.1 -1 20.7 1 7.9 1 1272
e ) . . Nt L y . ' ! N ' . |
= (L1B) TT108) I | (T15) [ (109) Ty, oy | (1Isy -
, P : . ,
R
6 . | | ~ 1"
. . . ‘ ¢ f & . "
N ‘ *
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- interperasonal issue salienoes across time, with the least
: . e

Vsimilarmagendasvin May and July and the most similar in

August and September., .

Overall, a compari on of all intrapersonal issue'agendas
with the February intrapersonal agenda .and a similar comparison
for interpersonal issues (;ith Spearman rhos)-indicated that

i
~ the personally most important (intrapersonal) agendas were

/ * ,' :
somewhat more stable over the entire campaign’ (. 53 to .73)" -
"than were the discussion (interpersonal) ageﬁdas (.33 to .82). .
Although there arg no major shifts in both kinds of»

1ssue agend&s across time, the edqhomic issues tend to in-

crease in importance over the xampaign, .
N\

tion issue from September to late Octobe However, a corres-

ponding drop in the salience of the genyral gstate of the economy
/ .
tends to ‘offset this gain in the salienbe of inflation. . o

Other issues such as crime, facial prohlems, health and

-~

wel fare, and government spendin tendfto remain constant or
\, .decrease in importance during the cz‘paign. Foreign affairs
‘increases in importance for the firgt half of the year, then de-

A

clines during.the second half
The evidence in Table 4 suggests that voters also talk
about the topics which are most personally important to them, .
The' increase in the salience of economic issues is also evident -
here, as well as the decrease in salience of health and welfare, o
\

and the relative stability of other non-economic issues. s

Overall, then, the picture of issues consideked person?llw

most important and discussed most often with others.during the’

v o o . ‘ ' '
. .
A} . - -




1976 dampaign is one of ‘surprfeing stability for the panel members of ‘this

\ . ! o . '
*\

s

stu'd)'. .A/\pparentlylhlator events in the campggn, such as the national can- .

n the relative

ventions and the televisoe‘ﬁebates, had little effect o
) o

.levels of salience of the major issues. . .
» i . 1 . .

—

\
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III.- Mass Media Influence on Political Interest’ o
The hypothesis examined here is that the mass media play a macro agenda-

setting role, stimulating interest in the presddential election and mov1ng f

e Y

" that topic up the social agenda during an election xear,' The substantial

.

N

is especially true for the television data in Table 5A. In all five comparisons

L 4

“the effect of February political interest on subsequent use of TV is much stronger

] ~ .
. ¢ . - . . } - i
correlation between media use and political ‘interest ha; been documented
\/ - £y
numerous times in a wide variety of political communieation settings. The .
A {

question here regards direction of effect; Does mesg communication stimulate

interest in politics? ‘ R NS
~‘ ‘I

" Beyond testing the basic hypothgsis about the difb%tien of effect between
. ' . » :
use of the mass media to follow politics and interest' in politics, -there are
- ) ’ ‘ , ’ ’ .
two followup questions. (1.) What is the time lag'between the two phenomena?

. o . -~ ’ N
- Over what interval 6f time do we find the strongest correlations.between the.

X
two variables? (2.) .Do television®and newspapérs playpthe same political ..
comnunication role here? Other evidence from'agenda%setting research has

- s

suggested differing roles for the. two news media. :

Examination of the patterns in the cross-lagged borrelations presented in

“

Tables SA énd;SB'suggests that the interplay between medla use and political
interest chhnges during three distinct time periods. 'In the pre-campaign

period before the opening primary in New Hampshire, the dominant 1nf1uence is
B

from political interest to use of mass communication fo follow pol1t1cs. This
< T .

®
P}

than the'subsequent effects of early media use.
¢

But' the picture changes as we move into the height of the primary season- -

reflected ip the March and May interviews with our panel, “Now the dominant

-




'2.: |

) . . . 'L ‘ ' \‘.~ .
J v ‘ TABLE 5 A " .
Correlations (gamma coefffcients) between | o ‘
Use, gf Television "and Poltitical Interest
. . .
’ , ) )

Feb. Mar. May. ) July | Aug. Oct.

Media — > Political interest =~ .31 .03 .09 .14 ~.12 - .16
Feb. Political interest —) Media ) "o .33 45 .24 .35 ° .31 ¢
‘ ' o ) _ v , T ) e~
««Mar. Media - , > Political interest . .30 .26, ‘.52 .30 .45,

Mar. Political interest—-} Media .

~

.', r ' .
May . Media — } Political interest

'May. - Political interest-—-} Media |
Y -

July Media — ‘} Political interest

_ July{ Political interest-’-) Media

-

Aug . Media - % Political interest

. Political i ' di
Aug ,Rol1t'1c_‘:'11 1nterest——> Me a

Y

N
v , ("‘
! @
For questioﬁ wording see notes'l and 2. - L
! n . * “
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v [ ' ° a’ ~
v -“‘ [y
. 1.
N o
TABLE § B . <
Correlations (ga;una coefficients) between A\
Use of Newspapers and Political Interest )
’ \
\
s . .
. o ‘ | R Peb. Mar. May July Aug. Oct.
Dec. Media -—»—>» Political interest 28~_ .15 - .12 .24 .25 .05
_ Feb, Political Intere&t*}I Media 18 .41 0 223 .27 =24
v . R . \‘ \ . Y *
-~ . ¥ 9 . \
o . - L . ¢ ’
Mar. Media = Political interest - .29 .08 .23 .31 .08
N . . N ‘. : . & .
Mdr. Political Interest>> Media ) .36 .26 .23 .36
May Media ——=> Political_interest ) .38 ¢ .31 .38 .01
. . . ,
May Poljtical Intérest—> Media 17 .15 .15
\ o | / :
July Media >» Political interest , .30 .28 .06
July Political Interest—=> Media a1 .19
Aug. Media —— '>Rolitica'1 interest :31 .03
' Aug. Political Interest$.Media \ .31
N | ' R
~ ( " ) / | [} a
. " ‘,
r - l 7
v - , ~ '
( . ' o * N
For question wording see notes ivand 2. . ‘ -2 * ’
. _ L .
’ - / \
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influence reflected in the cross-lagged correlations is‘from media use to

sub equenf political interest. It was, of course, during this very time .

. E;rlod that use of the mass media to follow pol1tics peaked among the voters
’ >
N : -
X in our panel. The data in Tables SA’and SB ‘document the subsequent effects

[ L9 .
.of this extensive media use in the spring.. Heavy use of mass communications

in tire spring for orientation to'the presidenbial'electionasqgms to generate

>
”

’-extenSlve interest, 1n the election dur1ng subsequent months. ) \

/
I{?erest1ngly, she absolute values of. the correlat1ons peak dur1ng July
|

and August. That is, the cumulative effect of heavy TV use in March and May

peaks during theé ﬁummer months, suggesting a time lag of"two to four months
I ' i} e , ] '
in the influence of mass communicationwgoverage on voter interest in the

Pre51dent1a1 election. e

A L]

Past this peak period of medla use, the relat1onsth between use of mass

" communication to follow pol1t1cs and interest in the Pre51dent1a1 election is

’largely reciprocal. One also should recﬁll ‘that during these latter mohths ‘

X4 - o . - P . *
of the ‘election year, political interest had reachpd'asymptote,among ‘the mem-

[ 4

~ bers of our vgter panel. - T
Altho:zb'thethree time periods can be traced in both the television and

ta, they are more prominent for television, There are more dis-
0-' . L 4 . . . v

v tinct differences in the TV data between the competing cross-lag hypotheses,

newspaper ¢
plus tJe.absolute values of the TV/Political Interest coxrelation exceed the

NeWSp‘per/Polificél Interest correlation in 27 of the 35 c§mparisons possible

. between Tables -5A and 5B. ' v
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IV. Information Seeking and Issues
'

Most of. the previpus work on media agenda setting has

N .
L4

compared the rankings of media toverage of issues with the
J

'rankrngs of these samé'issues by voters, during the same time .

periods and across time. _(See/McCome, 1976) .Because the
. media‘content data, (newspapers, news-~ magazines and television)
for a11 three,_ locations of this study were not quite ready
"for é;a1YS18 at the time this report was written, .a more
indirect_method of assessing media influence on the salience
of issues was used here.’ g ' . -
Panel members were aéked about the frequency of their
‘; neWSpaper and television use for‘news abouq politicsein
December 1975, March bQ]G May, July, August, and October.2
Thus it was possible to classify voters as heavy or 11gntanews— -
-paper and television users for oolitical information, and to
.relate these'patterns of information'seeking to the intrapersonal
Iand 1nterpersonal issue agendas for each group bx means of -
Cramey's V, a nominal level measure of association which varies
rfrom 0 toll ;; valueﬁ Although this obvxously is not as direct

a test of agenda- setting as is an actual comparison of the media

agendas with voter agendas, it does yield some 1ndication'o£

9




- the sfrength of association between different patterns of poli-

tical infornation seeking and different patterns of fnsue

. ) . s .

saliences. I S oY
_ ! s

)

-

v Tables 6 and 7 About Here
. . T . 9 .
» P

. _
The Cramer"' s V measures’ of association in Tables 6 ‘and Lo

7 suggest Ehat polutlcal 1nformation seéking from newspapers ¢
' was fairly simi%;r in strength to political information seeklng
‘from telev131on as a predictor of both kinds of 1ssue agendas.

| Use of new3papers for political information was a slightly
more stable predictor,of-intrapersonal nnd interpersonal issue
saliences acrqsg~time, however, than was use of television. .
For the six months in which political infogmation seeking from
newnpapers ané televisipn was measured; the avetagn.range_ipom .
" the lowest tn the ,highest intrapersonal correlation across time .
Qns_;12’for newspaper use and .16 for television use,- The
‘average range fof'the interpefsonal correlations was'.14 for
newspaber.usg and .15 for television_ use, This difference was
_moré pronbunced (tll’vs.‘.19) in the second- half of‘the>caméﬁ
paign }n Tab;e‘Gband in the first hal; of the cnmpaign in Table
7 (.16 vs. .21). | |

The pattern of correlations in Tables 6 and 7 also reveals

that newapaper use for political information was generally a '
_stronger-predic@or of nnth intrapersonal and interpersonal.xssue.
agendas than ;;l te1e§ision nse. of 32‘poss£91e:compar£;bn§

E]

in Table 6, the newspaper use correlations were stronger than




.;.’:* | ¢ ' ‘ © | TABLE 6
‘éx' - . Correlations (Cramer's V) Between Frequency of Media Use
A v for Political-Information and Intrapersonal Issue Agendas .,
zf? . . | During the 1976 Presidential Campgyhn ’ - |
| ’ >/ o';;\ * _. . ) b ¢
' Media .Use for Political Information in:
December 1975 March 1976 .. May 1976 July 1976 Auqust 1976 . October 1976
. Newsp. T .| Newsp. TV | Newsp. ~% | Newsp. 1TV | Newsp. TV | Newsp., TV
yse _Use Use Use| Use Use| Use . Use| Use - - Use| Use Use
Igsues Considered . ' _ ' : ‘ —_
' Personally Most . ; o R : - - e
Important in: ) C e . | _ <o ‘.
o . § i
- February ' .30 .32 ' L <]
- H ) " u\ . '
‘March - .26, 2% | a1 .29 -
‘May .29 27 | .28 . s29] .42 .30 '.\
July .30 .36 | .26 .22) .33 7 ..36) .40 29| :
August AT 50l w31 0 3s) .a0 32| .39 .31 .28 .23
' September ' .28 .32 | .33 37| 437 .24 .26 29 .35, 28|
" October * .37 33 | .27 21l .37 - .2s|.2s 22| 3¢ 2| e
November - 30 - .29 | .31 LB a0 32| a4 35 .38 36f .30 .37
-4 . . I, o _ . . . o . .
v D= (122) 4 (121) XiZl) (121) (126) (126) (120) (129) (12;) (123) (111) (111)
. Q! . '\ o ' ‘ ’ ‘ B I
.) ' \ , ' »
tof C
26 P - 8 []
2%




'TABLE 7

Correlations (Cramer's V) Between Frequency of Media Use ‘
for Political Information and Interpersonal Issue Agendas
During the 1976 Presidential Campaign

C. : _Y(: MedIa Use for Political Information in:
December 1975 | March 1976 May 1976 July 1976 August 1976 | October 1976
Newsp. 1TV | Newsp. Newsp. TV | Newsp. 1V | Newsp. 1V | Newsp. 1V
) Issues Discussed ° . :
———MoBt-Often iny T : - - ‘ T B B
February . " .33 .31 - T R ,
MarCh . . ) ‘ 036 028 . 031 . .25' ’ |
May . o L2421 | .22 7 L35 .30 o 42 o i
S @ _ B | , .
July . .39 .31 .36 .31] .22 .32} .29 .36 . 4
August . 36 .47 | .41, .39 .3 33 .41 .33 .29 .23 |
.I ‘ ' - ‘ '\‘
. September .30 .37 .35 .24 .30 271 .22 .29 | .32 .35
« October. K .34 .28 | .36 . .36} .35 .28 .27 .33 .35 .27 .36 .29
November .35 19 | .36 .35] .35 L2130 .36 | .30 28| .51 .39
AN ' ) \ . : i
¥ " i ' < A g - )
o, (108) (108) ~ (100) | (:00)(105) ' (105) (100) (100) (86) - . (86) (95) - (95)
3 | | | ’ o
. ,
\ ’ ‘ ' .
N ' .
. e !
20 a
¢ ‘- )
~ * ar)
L < .
] ‘ ‘ ¢ ‘ ’6
" ¢ . v P’
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the television use correlations in 21. In the second half of the campaign

" (July through October), the newspaper use correlations.were stronger in 9 of

-1 comparisoqg\ R |

% Newspaper use correlations with interpe;sonal agendas (Table 7) also
tended to be somewhat §tronger than those for television, with newspaper use
correlations dominating in 20 of 32 cefparisons overall, and in 14 of 21
coﬁparisons in the first half ofrthe campaign (Decemper throu{g'May).

| In spite of these patterns, the fverall general finding in Tables 6 and

¥

7 is that frequency of newspaper and television use for political information

A

were moderately strong and stable pred1ctors of intrapersonal and 1nterpersona1

>

issue agendas during the 1976 campaign.
. ; A

CONCLUSIONS

A

There are distinct stages in the quadrennial resurgence of interest in

~

*. presidential politics. Use of mass media increases quickly'in the election.

a

year, peaking in early spring, then dropping off a bit to.a*iewer plateau for
the remainder of the year. Voter interest in the Eampaign builds more slowly,
steadily moplng upward until summer where it also settles on a plateau.
Examination of the correlation of these media use patterns and political
interest also yields djstinct stages duranglthe electioa year., Initially,
pqlatical interest influences media use.. ﬁut héavy media ase in the spring,
especially“extensire use-ef televisioa news, stimulates subsequent political
inter;st.

In contrast, use of newspapers for political 1nformat10n generally was a
stronger predictor of both intrapersonal and interpersonal issue agendas than

was: television use. ’However, th% differences are not as striking as in

previous research .(See McCombs;,SHaw;-and Shaw, i972; McCombs Becker, and

1 | \ l\ ‘g & ;3()
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4

v Weaver, 1975, McCombs, 1976; McClure and Patterson, 1974 and 1976; Patterson -
< [ | o ’ -
‘ nnd McClure, 1976; and Tipton, Haney and Basehart, 1975). - {

'y
But this conclusion is hlso based on an 1n&1rect test of agenda-setting.

.

S S :
" : The ‘mot'e d1rect test of comparing actual ‘media issue %gendas ‘with voter issue-
' agendas may produce different conclusion$ regardlng the agenda-setting }nfluencg

] ¥

{
.of newspapers and televis1on during the 1976 election campaign o

Nevortheless, theap brelim1naxy data begln to sketch rather dlfﬁbrent

ng

political roles in SOCletY for newspapers and television news: 3 macroaagenda—

E 33

setting role, the stimulation of{politlcal interest, for telev1s1on, the dom-

@

inant role in setting the agenda of issues for newspapers. Detailing thesq

- '

roles of the news media may be one of the most significant, albeit seren-

d1pitious, contr1butiqns of agenda—sett1ng research.
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Notes ' //*——\\*\\’//)

‘ 1'l‘he question asked was: ‘"MAt this time, how interested are you in

*.

the presiééﬁiiii”EAﬁ§£1§hfﬁ The responses were: ''very interested"

‘"somewhat interested" and "not at all interested"

2’l‘he Specific measures were: "During the past month how much did you

use the newspaper for news about political issues and events? not at all,

:very little, some, a great deal" (newspaper political information seeking),/

"Dyring the past month how much did you use teleV1sion_for.news about

' politicaliissues and events? not at all, very little, some, a great ﬁeal"'

.

(telev1s1on polltlcal information seeking). Only those answering
"a great deal" to each question were considered "heavy" politicaL\information

seekers from newspaper or telev151on : _ .

. SThe specific measures were: "Of the various problems’and 1ssues now
facing the United States, which is most important to you personally?" |
(1ntrapersona1), "Which of these problems and issues have you talked about
most often with others during the past month?" (1nterpersona1), Respqnses
to these open-ended questions were content anaayzed and coded int® the issue
categories used in Tables 3 and 4. : &

Cramer s V ranges from 0 to 1 when several nominal categories age
involved . A 1arge value of V merely signifies that a high degree of associa-
tion exists, without revealing the manner in which the variables are‘f

assoclated, Cramer's V is based on the cases in "edch category, not simply

the modal categories. See Norman H. Nie et al., Statistical Package for

the Social Sciences,| Second Edition (New: York: McGraw-Hill, 1975),




o

|

,e

PP. 224 225, and Frank M. Andrews ot ul., A Guide for Selecting

Statistical Technigpes for Analyzing Social Science Data (Ann Arbor,_

Michigan._ The Institute for Social Research, 1974), p. 9.

»
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